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REMARKS 

The present remarks are in response to the Office Action dated March 8, 
201 1 , in which the Office Action indicated that claims 21-25, 27-29, 31 , 32, 34-36 
and 38-48 are rejected. In this response, the Applicant has amended independent 

claims 21 , 28 and 35 and dependent claims 46-48 and cancelled dependent claim 
32. In view of the Amendments and Remarks submitted herewith, the Applicant 
respectfully requests that the pending claims be placed in a state of allowance. No 
new matter has been added. 

A. Claim Amendments 

Although the Applicant disagrees with Examiner's grounds for rejection, the 
Applicant has amended the claims to expedite the prosecution of this patent 
application. 

Independent claims 21 , 28 and 35 have been amended to indicate verifying 
the plurality of security information associated with the first wireless network access 
device i nc l ud i ng tho comprising a media access control (MAC) address and an I P 
address [[of]] associated with the wireless network access device. Support for this 
limitation is provided in inter alia Paragraph [0060] of the filed patent application. 

Independent claim 28 has been amended to include the limitation of a video 
encoder that configures the group of animated images as a video stream that is 
received by each wireless network device. Support for this limitation is provided in 
inter alia Paragraphs [0081] of the filed patent application. Independent claims 21 
and 35 have also been amended to include this limitation. 

Finally, independent claims 21 and 35 have been amended to incorporate the 
following limitations of independent claim 28: " said verification system comprising a 
firewall disposed between a gaming server and the wireless network access device " 
and "a video server that stores a plurality of different animated images." 
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B. Claim Rejections (35 U.S.C. § 11 2) 

The Examiner has rejected claims 46-48 under 35 U.S.C. §112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The 
Examiner states that "the specification fails to describe in a reasonable manner to 
one skilled in the art, a gaming server 'configured to generate a random game output 
in pseudo-real time' and 'configured to communicate with each wireless access 
device in pseudo-real time.' 

The Applicant has amended the claims to remove references to pseudo-real 
time communications. Accordingly, the Applicant requests that the Examiner 
remove the rejections. 

B. Obviousness Rejections (35 U.S.C. S 103) 

The Examiner has rejected claims 21-25, 28, 29, 35, 36, 38 and 41-45 under 
35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable overTulley in U.S. Patent No. 6,719,631 
(hereinafter referred to as "Tulley") in view of Walker in U.S. Patent No. 6,001,016 
(hereinafter referred to as "Walker"). The Examiner has also rejected claims 27, 31- 
32, 34 and 40 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Tulley in view of 
walker and further in view of Schneier in U.S. Patent No. 5,768,382 (hereinafter 
referred to as "Schneier"). 

The Applicant respectfully disagrees. Firstly, the Examiner cites column 1 1 , 
lines 33-65; column 12, lines 17-38 and reference number 284 of Walker in support 
of the assertion that Walker teaches "a video server that stores a plurality of images 
corresponding to at least one particular game outcome." However, Walker merely 
teaches that a slot network server "generates a visual representation of an outcome" 
representative of payout information. See column 1 1 , lines 37-39 of Walker. Walker 
fails to teach storage of a plurality images, as required by the claim limitation at 
issue. 

With reference to independent claim 28, the Examiner again cites column 1 1 , 
lines 33-65; column 12, lines 17-38 and reference number 284 of Walker in support 
of the assertion that Walker teaches "a video server that stores a plurality of different 
animated images." A static visual representation of an outcome, such as the visual 
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display "cherry-cherry-bell" (see column 1 1 , lines 30-42 of Walker) is not equivalent 
to a plurality of different animated images. Independent claims 21 and 34 have been 
amended to indicate storage of a plurality of different animated images. 

The Examiner further cites column 2, line 52 - column 3, line 9; column 3 line 
40 - column 4, line 30, column 1 1 , lines 33-65 and column 1 2, lines 1 7-38 of Walker 
in support of the assertion that Walker teaches an encoder that configures the group 
of animated images as a video stream that is received by each wireless access 
device. However, if Walker fails to teach animated images, as discussed above, 
then Walker must fail to teach an encoder that configures the group of animated 
images. The Examiner indicates "implicit for wireless transmission reception" after 
the rejection of this claim limitation, elaborating in item 32 of the Response to 
Arguments section that a "person skilled in the art would know to encode and 
decode transmission/reception of data because it is reasonable and a common 
means of sending/receiving data over a network." However, as Walker fails to 
disclose either animated images or a video stream, the Applicant submits that it is 
not implicit in Walker to configure the group of animated images as a video stream 
with an encoder, as required by the claim limitation at issue. For clarity, the 
Applicant has amended the independent claims to indicate a video encoder. 
Independent claims 21 and 34 have also been amended to include the limitation of a 
video encoder. The Applciant submits that the cited references fail to teach this 
limitation, either explicitly or implicitly, and thus fail to render this limitation obvious. 

The Examiner cites column 4, lines 36-37; column 5, line 63 - column 6, line 

3; column 8, lines 24-31 ; column 1 1 , lines 1 7-42; column 1 5, lines 38-50; and 

reference numbers 600 and 610 of Tulley in support of the assertion that Tulley 

teaches "said verification system comprising a firewall disposed between a gaming 

server and each wireless network access device." However, Tulley fails to disclose 

a firewall at the cited sections or elsewhere. The Examiner states, 

implicit for firewall between gaming server and wireless access device 
as shown by website for security and as required by gaming 
jurisdictions for security; as further evidence under MPEP 2131 .01 
regarding jurisdictional requirement for using a firewall to increase 
security of a virtual gaming/casino web site see Internet Industry: 
Interactive Gambling Industry Code as defined under the Interactive 
Gambling Act of 2001 [for Australia]. 
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As an initial note, MPEP § 2131 .01 applies to rejections made under 35 
U.S.C. § 102, whereas the Examiner is making a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 
The Applicant further notes that the Application claims priority to provisional patent 
application 60/266,956 filed February 6, 2001. See paragraph [0001] of the 
Application. Thus, even if use of a firewall between a gaming server and each 
wireless network access device was implicit as of the publication of the cited 2001 
Australian code, it was not implicit at a sufficiently early time to support a finding of 
anticipation under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) or obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103. The 
Applicant has amended independent claims 21 and 34 to include the limitation of a 
verification system comprising a firewall disposed between a gaming server and 
each wireless network access device. 

Although the Applicant disagrees with the Examiner's rejections, to expedite 
prosecution of the Application, the Applicant has amended the independent claims to 
indicate verifying the plurality of security information associated with the first wireless 
network access device i nc l ud i ng tho comprising a media access control (MAC) 
address and an IP address ef associated with the wireless network access device. 
In rejecting the now cancelled dependent claim 32, which taught the plurality of 
identification information associated with each wireless network access device 
comprises a media access control (MAC) identification, the Examiner cited column 
1 2, lines 20-25; column 1 5, lines 1 1 -58; column 1 6, lines 1 3-54; column 1 7, lines 43- 
63; column 23, lines 9-37; column 23, line 53 - column 24, line 51 and column 27, 
line 28 - column 28, line 27 of Schneier in support of the assertion that Schneier 
teaches "MAC and cryotographic keys which are used to encrypt/decrypt 
communications between verification systems." The Applicant notes that a MAC 
address is not a key used for encryption. Rather, a MAC address is term of art 
indicating an identifier assigned to a network interface. Although Schneier contains 
a reference to the acronym MAC representing a "message authentication code," 
Scheneir lacks any teaching of a MAC address wherein the acronym MAC 
represents "media access control." See column 50, line 5 of Schneier. 

The Examiner indicates, "[a]s conventional, MAC is identification of a 
biometric/wireless device that is used for verification; thus, Schneier implicitly 
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includes due to use of biometric/wireless device." Schneier teaches using a 
fingerprint or voice-print for verification (column 24, lines 10-14) and using a Secret 
Software Computer ID (SSCID) which must be entered by a player along with a 
player name and/or PIN for authentication (column 16, lines 34-35). Thus, Schneier 
requires a player to actively input biometric or other data for verification. In contrast, 
a MAC address, as required by the amended independent claims, may be 
discovered and verified without player interaction. Schneier fails to disclose, either 
explicitly or implicitly, a verification method such as use of a MAC address that can 
be performed without user input. Further, the Applicant submits that none of Tulley, 
Walker or Schneier indicates using both an IP address and a MAC address to verify 
security information. 
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D. Conclusion 

In view of all the foregoing, claims 21-25, 27-29, 31 , 34-36, 38 and 40-48 
overcome the Office Action rejections herein and are now patentably distinct and in 
condition for allowance, which action is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully Submitted: 



Dated: August 3, 201 1 /Michael A. Kerr/ 

Michael A. Kerr 
Reg. No. 42,722 
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